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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 

form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1-4, 9-10, 16-20, 24-25, 31-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Vigil et al., USPN 5,758,343 (hereafter referred to as Vigil). 

3. Regarding claim 1 , 16, 31 , 32, Vigil taught a method of entry distribution 
(abstract), comprising: 

receiving requests by chaining backend from an original client (column 2, lines 4- 
10, column 3, lines 12-14, column 4, lines 48-51); 

forwarding requests from the chaining backend to a remote server (column 3, 
lines 16-22, column 4, lines 48-51); and 

returning results from the remote server to the original client (column 3, lines 22- 
24, column 5, lines 11-18); wherein the chaining backend is a type of database plug-in 
that acts as a multiplexer (column 4, lines 32-34, 41-48). 

4. Regarding dependent claim 2, 1 7, Vigil taught the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
remote server is a plurality of remote servers (column 5, lines 2-3, 19-23). 

5. Regarding dependent claim 3, 18, Vigil taught the method of claim 1 , wherein 
standard LDAP operations are supported (column 4, lines 64-66). 
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6. Regarding dependent claim 4, 19, Vigil taught the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
entry distribution is hidden from the original client (column 4, lines 41-51). 

7. Regarding dependent claim 5, 20, Vigil taught the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
chaining backend coexists with other backends (column 5, lines 19-26). 

8. Regarding dependent claim 9, 24, Vigil taught the method of claim 1 , further 
comprising: maintaining a pool of connections to the remote server by the chaining 
backend (column 3, lines 16-17, column 4, lines 48-51). 

9. Regarding dependent claim 10, 25, Vigil taught the method of claim 9, wherein 
the pool of connections for a bind connection is a specific pool of connections dedicated 
for chaining of bind request (column 5, lines 2-10). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious'at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

11. Claims 6-8, 21-23, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Vigil in view of Ambrosini et al., USPN 6,633,872 B2 (hereafter referred to as 
Ambrosini). 

12. Regarding dependent claim 6, 21 , Vigil taught the using a graphical user 
interface to manage multiple remote servers through a chaining backend wherein 
setting a password is one of management functions (column 6, lines 14-20, 30-42). 
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Conventionally, passwords are used to authenticate. Vigil does not specifically teach 
implementing pass-through authentication. However, Ambrosini taught implementing 
pass-through authentication (column 10, lines 9-12, column 11, lines 8-14, 39-42, 60- 
64). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made that incorporating Ambrosini's access control for directory servers 
in Vigil system for chaining requests would have improved the mechanism used to 
restrict access. The motivation would have been to provide the increased granularity of 
access control to the directory services. 

13. Regarding dependent claim 7, 22, Vigil taught the using a graphical user 
interface to manage multiple remote servers through a chaining backend wherein 
setting a password is one of management functions (column 6, lines 14-20, 30-42). 
Conventionally passwords are used to implement access control policies. Vigil does not 
specifically teach evaluating and enforcing access controls by the remote server that 
holds the results. However, Ambrosini taught evaluating and enforcing access controls 
by the remote server that holds the results (column 10, lines 9-12, column 11, lines 8- 

14, 39-42, 60-64). For motivation for combination see claim 7, above. 

14. Regarding dependent claim 8, 23, Vigil taught the using a graphical user 
interface to manage multiple remote servers through a chaining backend wherein 
setting a password is one of management functions (column 6, lines 14-20, 30-42). 
Conventionally, passwords are used to implement access control policies. Vigil does not 
specifically teach evaluating and enforcing a plurality of access controls. However, 
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Ambrosini taught evaluating and enforcing a plurality of access controls (column 7, lines 
22-33). For motivation for combination see claim 7, above. 

15. Claims 11,13-14, 26, 28-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Vigil in view of Harvey, USPN 6,052,681 (hereafter referred to as 
Harvey). 

1 6. Regarding dependent claim 1 1 , 26, Vigil taught the chaining backend managing 
the requests initiated by system clients (column 3, lines 10-24). Vigil does not 
specifically teach checking the status of the requests. However, Harvey taught 
examining an operation state to check whether an operation is abandoned (column 39, 
lines 14-18). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made that incorporating Harvey's search parameters in Vigil's system for 
chaining requests to remote servers would have improved system robustness. The 
motivation would have been to detect and report system errors as soon as possible. 

17. Regarding dependent claim 13, 28, Vigil taught the chaining backend managing 
the requests initiated by system clients and forwarded to the remote server (column 3, 
lines 10-24). Vigil does not specifically teach forwarding a search size limit parameter. 
However, Harvey taught forwarding a search size limit parameter (column 39, lines 3- 
13). For motivation for combination see claim 11, above. 

18. Regarding dependent claim 14, 29, Vigil taught the chaining backend managing 
the requests initiated by system clients and forwarded to the remote server (column 3, 
lines 10-24). Vigil does not specifically teach updating a time limit parameter. However, 
Harvey taught updating a time limit parameter to account for additional processing delay 
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introduced by the multiplexer; and forwarding the updated time limit parameter to the 
remote server (column 39, lines 3-13). For motivation for combination see claim 11, 
above. 

19. Claims 12 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Vigil in view of Aldred et al., USPN 6,209,036 B1 (hereafter referred to as Aldred). 

20. Regarding dependent claim 12, Vigil taught configuring the multiplexer to return 
the results from the remote server holding the results (column 5, lines 14-18). Vigil does 
not specifically teach returning a referral to the remote server. However, Aldred taught 
returning a referral that points to the remote server holding the results (column 9, lines 
15-30). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made that incorporating Aldred's referral in Vigil's system for chaining 
requests would have improved management of the result information. The motivation 
would have been to provide better access to result information obtained from remote 
web pages. 

21 . Claims 15 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Vigil as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Ambrosini, Harvey and 
Aldred. 

22. The language of claims 15 and 30 is substantially the same as previously 
rejected claims 6-8, 11-14, above. Therefore, claims 15 and 30 are rejected on the 
same rationale as previously rejected claims 6-8, 11-14, above. 
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Response to Arguments 

23. Applicant's arguments filed March 16, 2005 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

24. Applicant argues - "In contrast, the present invention teaches that a chaining 
backend acts as an LDAP multiplexer and has no (or very limited) persistent storage 
capability see instant specification, page 4, paragraph (0057))." 

a. Applicant admits that Virgil taught "the QUIPU directory service agent 
loads all of the information it handles into the main memory of the server when 
the directory service process is started," (see Vigil column 4, lines 32-34) on 
page 8 of the remarks. The agent itself must be an application of limited (or no) 
persistent storage because it loads information into the persistent storage of the 
server. 

b. The definition of a chaining backend would include the feature of "limited 
persistent storage" because applicant has also argued that a "chaining backend 
is a type of database plug-in that acts as a multiplexer". 

c. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant 
relies (i.e., "limited persistent storage") are not recited in the rejected claim(s). 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from 
the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 

F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 
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25. Applicant argues - "Clearly, Vigil does not teach that the chaining backend is a 
type of database plug-in that acts as a multiplexer as recited in the claims of the present 
invention." 

d. Virgil taught "the QUIPU directory service agent" is an application module 
implemented on the directory server, i.e. a plug-in (column 3, lines 27-31). 
Furthermore, "the QUIPU directory service agent" functions as a multiplexer by 
distributing a received request to a multiplicity of directory server agents, i.e. 
chaining (column 5, lines 8-10). 

Conclusion 

26. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

27. Ambrosini et al., USPN 6,609,121 B1 : taught LDAP v.3 1 provides a plug-in 
architecture which permits a third party provider to integrate services into an LDAP 
server and to provide functions external to the functions provide with the LDAP server. 

28. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 



Application/Control Number: 09/844,020 



Page 9 



Art Unit: 2145 

extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Patrice Winder whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3935. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 10:30 am-7:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Valencia Martin-Wallace can be reached on 571-272-6159. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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